The state regulation of the activities of the natural monopolist JSC "Russian railways" is quite complex and it remains to be a problem with no solution. The issue has become an ambiguous one and the state regulation of the most important infrastructure system of the country has shown its flaws when the structural reform of railway transport fails [1], which was declared as a liberal one. Both the regulations of the operation and development of behavioral type using the tariff policy (mostly) and the structural regulations dealing with separation of the rolling stock (wagons and locomotive traction) from the railway system (rails and technological complex transportation process services 1 ) are meant. One could not turn on competitive mechanisms of the activities of the monopolist and the vertical splitting of former Ministry of Transportation led to the appearance of the infrastructure monopolist with a mosaic organizational structure, which activities cannot be considered socially effective.
In Table 1 the billion figures denote the contingent revenue of the Federal Antimonopoly Service (and JSC "Russian railways") when choosing one or another cooperation strategy. It is clear that acting rationally but having only their own interests the players will choose the Nash optimal (equilibrium) solution which would give them 4 billion USD. That is if they act rationally they cannot win 7 billion USD in order to reach the optimum according to Pareto -which is better for both players and for the state, than the Nash equilibrium. This strategy has no balance; so in order to get 7 the Federal Antimonopoly Service should adopt the 2-nd strategy, but JSC "Russian railways" cannot adopt the 1-st one, thus, they win 0. Because of this JSC "Russian railways" is afraid to adopt the 2-nd strategy.
What should the state do for the players to work together? How to convince them to trust each other in order to reach the Pareto optimum? In our opinion there are two ways out.
Ways to reform JSC "Russian railways" Option 1, proposed by JSC "Russian railways", -a long-term network contract between the government and the corporation. The option is not quite in the market nature, because it encourages the monopoly of the corporation as the only one carrier on a single network of the federal railways ( Fig. 1) , but if the contract is made in the right way from the legal and economic point of view, i.e. taking into account public and corporate interests and the uncertainty factor of future periods of its realization, then such institutional solution has a higher chance to be a Pareto optimal one. Option 2 -is only a market one, when it is not considered that the monopoly of Russian railways is being natural, the corporation is split at least into three blocks with different management models ( Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 ). As for the first two block, let us call them JSC " Russian railways "-1 и JSC " Russian railways "-2; they become vertically integrated (rolling stock plus rails) private railway companies competing on the railway network of the European Russia. As for the third block, we call it JSC "Russian railways" -3, it operates as a state-owned enterprise on railways of Asian Russia, where a tree structure configuration of the network The Trans-Siberian Railway does not allow to use competition as a means of improving the commercial viability of rail transport in the near future.
The logical result of the realization of option 2 should be the close-down of the ministry of transportation and the transfer of its functions to the new ministry of communication lines of Russia (Fig. 3) , but not only due to the return to a traditional name. It seems that such decision would be the recognition of a higher competence of railway officials in the understanding of the unity of the transport complex of the country compared with officials of liberal activities -the ministry of transport of the Russian Federation that is responsible for the collapse of this system.
Expert evaluation of the options
The theoretical considerations and hypothetical options concerning further development of the railway reform required the experimental verification. It is known that in the economics full-scale experiments to indentify the effectiveness of theoretical hypotheses dealing with the improvement of its effectiveness are complex and inappropriate, although they are regularly conducted in Russia, to put it mildly, not always successfully. One way to avoid the negative effects of live experiments is preliminary modeling of relevant projects by all available means of the science and its fields at the moment. After that we show our experience of using expert technology, specifically tools of qualitative and quantitative evaluation of the options formulated above with the help of a modified model of so-called Osgood's semantic differential widely used in sociology [4] .
The expert group was formed from the qualified specialists of the Institute of Economics and industrial engineering of the Russian Academy of Sciences and the Siberian State Transport University and there has been developed a questionnaire, which was filled in by each expert during the interview with
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Bold line -section of the railway network of Russia along the line Omsk -Nizhnevartovsk -Novyy Urengoy -Salekhard into European and Asian parts. a representative of the development team. Here below there are the questionnaires as certain tools of the expert analysis and synthesis which are filled in by all experts in front of the interviewer. The sign + in the relevant boxes at the intersections of lines and column denotes answers of one of the experts during personal interviews, and the figures in the column "priorities" denote the relative importance in the ordinal scale (according to experts' opinion) of problems the solution of which was initially presented as the purpose of the structural reform of the railway transport 2 . Thus, there were 7 questionnaires 3 . The data of the questionnaires with experts' opinions were analyzed by means of ORDEX and Excel in order to transfer results from the ordinal scale into the quantity one. The examination was carried out in three rounds. Concordance coefficients that describe the consistency of expert judgment [6] turned out to be too high in all evaluation procedures, so that one more examination was unnecessary.
In the first round the experts were proposed to fill in the questionnaire during the personal interview with the developer of this survey discussing the next development scenario of the economy in Russia.
Scenario 1: "Russia is a federal state with the dominant role of the Centre and socially oriented state regulation of the competitive economy".
In the second round it was proposed to carry out the similar assessment in this scenario. Scenario 2: "Russia is a federal state with a coordinating and consultative role of the Centre and with the state regulation of the market that focused on the interests of big capital".
In the third round it was supposed that a different scenario was supposed to be realized. Scenario 3: "Russia is a unitary state with a rigid vertical authority, provincial government and state capitalism".
At the end of the examination procedures and "digital conversion" of the questionnaires there was formed a numeric evaluation matrix (see Table 1 ) and using the criteria of the decision theory used for "discovering" some uncertainty in the game with "nature" there was identified the option chosen by the team of experts from alternatives of the development of the railway reform. Under "nature" that generates scenarios 1-3 the term "non-stationary economy" in Russia in the transition period was meant, when one or another scenario (of the external environment for evaluated alternatives) is hardly predictable.
To clarify the procedure of "digital conversion" of individual questionnaires that reflect the judgments of experts in Tables 2 and 3 there are answers of one of the experts as an example.
The assessment order of importance of alternatives (column "priorities" in Tables 2 and 3 ) and the expert evaluation were analyzed with ORDEX software that transfers ordinal assessment into a numerical scale, which according to the language of the system analysis means the determination of the coefficients of relative importance of the discussed problem. In this case (scenario 1) the vector of the coefficients of relative importance, which is the same for Tables 2 and 3, looks like: {0.27; 0.45; 0.14; 0.14}, reflecting (according to the experts) the fact that in Scenario 1 problems of the further development of the reform JSC "Russian railways" have the coefficients of relative importance that are put in curly brackets. To be precise: economic problem-0.27; social problem -0.45; technical and technological problem -0.14; potential for the future -0.14. These components of the vector of the coefficients of relative importance play the role of coefficients in the multidimensional function of subjective utility which is the criterion of comparative preference of options [7] .
Then there were indentified subjective indicators of the degree of the positive (effectiveness) of options to deal with the problems in the context of each aspect and assuming that these aspects are equally important in all problems. Thus, in Table 2 there is only one sign "+" at the intersection of lines. The increase in public efficiency of railways and column "Very Positive" mean that the solution of the problem deserves 6 points in a seven-point scale and the aspect itself possesses the importance (0.27 · 0.5).
Questionnaire for the expertise of the structural reform development of railway transport (The first round of the expertise, the scenario 1) A question to the expert: How would you assess the impact of variant 1 of the structural reform development of railway transport in Russia on solving the following problems? The same procedure is repeated at all columns and lines in the Tables 2 and 3 , and then the number values of the function of subjective utility are formed, considered 2 compared variants by experts. In the example, they are as follows.
For variant However, seven experts participated in the expertise, and it was important to identify collective utility function of compared variants, and then using it to determine the most preferable variant in the scenarios, the probability of actualization of which was considered as unknown in the objective and subjective meanings. Fundamental uncertainty "was revealed" due to consolidation information of questionnaires in the elements of the strategic assessment matrix (Table 4) . Elements (outcomes) contained the value of collective (ordinal) utility function of variants 1 and 2 in the scenarios 1-3, and the preferable variant is identified using the criteria of decision theory (see e.g. [8] ). 
By Wald criterion (an utmost care), the most preferable variant is variant 1: a structural reform of developing railway transport in Russia in the case of the conclusion a contract between the state regulator and JSC "Russian railways".
By Maximax (a gambler), Savage and Hurwitz (at a level of pessimism α = 0.66) criteria, variants 1 and 2 are equally preferable.
By Bayesian and Laplace criteria, the analysis was not held on the premise: in the case of fundamental uncertainty these criteria are not adaptable.
Conclusion

1.
The gradualist approach when the reform of critical infrastructure industry in the country is held quasi evolutionarily that means gradually and according to experts it is estimated positively.
2. However, such estimation can stay in the future only if the state regulator concludes agreements excluding the opportunistic behavior of the Contracting Parties with JSC "Russian Railways".
3. According to the analysis, compared variants are equally preferable by all other criteria (except Wald criterion) that is:
 variants and scenarios should be detailed while study with a view to enhancing their visibility for the experts;  the category "unstructured" should be transferred to the category "small structured" i.e. the qualitative-quantitative;
 implementation of the first two paragraphs imply layer "reveal" of the source of fundamental uncertainty and its transferring to the category of probabilistic uncertainty;
 modern instrumentation system analysis (called neo system [9, 10] ) allows you to do this through an interdisciplinary approach based on expert knowledge in the field of economic, social, technical sciences and their synthesis on the basis of IT-technologies.
